ABSTRACT
INTRODUCTION
his longitudinal study is a continuation of an earlier analysis that was the basis for an article: "Finances at a State Supported University: A Case Study" that was published in the Journal of Interdisciplinary Studies, Fall, 1998. The University had changed after the 1995-96 Fiscal Year to a new format for the University Expenditure Report to provide the Chancellor's Office with uniform financial data. These campus reports are consolidated into the California State University Combined Statement of Revenues and Expenditures. At the time of the previous study, the University had only the annual expenditure reports for 1995/1996 and 1996/97 in the University Library's Special Collections. The Campus Academic Senate and University President had resolved a dispute over faculty representation on the University Budget Committee and the extent of faculty input in the budget process at the time the earlier paper was written. A reconstituted University Budget Advisory Committee (UBAC), a new Academic Affairs Budget Advisory Committee (ABAC) and College Budget Committees were instituted. This paper will examine the extent to which that increased faculty input has affected the allocation of resources over the seven year period. The cyclical nature of funding and enrollments creates difficulties for budget management. The Table I illustrates the recent cycle. Enrollment in [2001] [2002] has reached the level of 1990-1991. The mantra of the California State University System throughout this period has been Access, Quality and Affordability. However, political and policy decisions have placed Access and Affordability ahead of Quality. 
SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS-DIVISIONAL ANALYSIS FOR THE CAMPUS
The University Expenditure Reports contain information detailing the sources and uses of funds for the respective fiscal years. After the State budget deficits of the early 90's and subsequent reduction of general fund support and a dramatic reduction in student enrollment, the President asserted that the University would change from a state supported institution to a state assisted institution. The University would reduce its reliance on general fund dollars to below 80%. The intent was to moderate the effects of cyclical general fund dollar financing. Table II shows that the dependence of the University on general fund support has actually increased over the period. General fund dollars grew at a 5.52% rate as contrasted with a 5.09% growth of dollars from all sources. This leadership failure will exacerbate the effects of the anticipated multiple year reductions of general fund dollars occasioned by the continuing state fiscal crisis and the new governor's budget priorities. Table III summarizes the expenditures of the six divisions for the respective fiscal year. From the 1996-97 year forward an expenditure entitled university obligations is incurred. This is an euphuism for the additional financial aid that the chancellor committed to provide from general fund appropriations whenever the legislature approves fee increases. This permitted the legislature to avoid appropriating additional funds for financial aid and represents a hidden tax on those students who do not qualify for financial aid. The requested fee increase must be larger than the amount necessary to fund operations. For the 1997-1998 F.Y. University Obligations were 24.1% of the total Student Fee Income for the Campus.
The Uses of Funds in
These changes computed from Table III may be examined as occurring within the following macro environment. Over the seven-year period the General Funds dollars appropriated by the legislature for the California State University increased at annual rate of 8.65%. The Campus General Fund dollars averaged a smaller 5.53% increase. The FTE taught increased over the period at an annual 3.10% rate. On this Campus the Vice President for Academic Affairs position has been occupied by eight different individuals. This includes three appointments to the position and five interim appointments ( of one week to a year duration). This lack of leadership may explain why the allocation of funds to instruction failed to keep up with the general fund growth. The Vice President for Student Affairs position has been filled with four different appointments including three interims. Growth of funding has fail- ed to keep up with enrollment growth and student services have deteriorated. The President's Office has experienced significant growth. University Advancement has also grown faster than the average general fund growth. The President's performance evaluation that determines his salary increases has a fund raising component. Administrative Affairs oversees the budget preparation and has experienced a comparatively higher growth rate.
Analysis of Costs-College/School Analysis
Data of the cost per F.T.E. was available for the past five years. Four of those years are in the study period and the costs appear below. The variability of these costs is notable. The previous Chancellor negotiated a "Compact" with then Governor Wilson that provided for both funding of current operations and enrollment growth. The growth dollars, however, has been provided at a "marginal cost" that assumes that faculty are hired at the budgetary Assistant III level. The hiring of temporary faculty to service the FTE growth and stay within budget has increased temporary faculty as a percent of total faculty. The University has also failed to recruit new tenure track faculty to replace retired faculty and that has increased the proportion of temporary faculty. The Colleges, over this period, have also been able to reduce the benefit costs by an aggregate $0.892 million for F.Y. 01-02 as compared with F.Y 95-96. A major explanation of this reduced benefit cost derives from hiring part-time temporary faculty who did not qualify for benefits. The California Faculty Association (CFA) has been successful in securing legislation and in subsequent negotiations to extend benefits to a larger portion of the part-time temporary faculty. CFA also negotiated a provision in the Collective Bargaining Agreement that commits CSU to a number of tenure track searches to address faculty workload issues raised by tenured and tenure track faculty. The Colleges' personnel costs as a percent of total expenditures ranges from 75.64 to 96.39. For the University, these employee costs are 76.75 percent [7] . The Governor has imposed mid-year budget reductions on CSU. The Chancellor, until very recently had asked the President to develop a plan that would absorb cuts but maintain FTE taught. For the large colleges, Business, Arts and Engineering with personnel costs at 95% of expenditures such plans do not appear feasible.
The dollars spent on tenured and tenure track faculty have failed to keep up with salary increases over the period. Tenured faculty who have retired have not been replaced with tenure track faculty. The Chancellor has given the campuses FTE target figures that are obtainable only through hiring temporary faculty. Ex-governor Davis threw out the Wilson Compact. He and the Chancellor fashioned a "partnership agreement" that provided the governor flexibility in funding requirements but still required access. The 03-04 Budget Act reduced the dollars available for existing operations. While the dollar appropriation was not reduced mandated cost increases were not funded. Additional funds in the form of "growth dollars' were to provided but only for added FTE up to a projected 4% increase.
CONCLUSION
The CSU and the University have entered another period of budgetary reductions. The last budgetary cycle witnessed a dramatic decline in FTE. While the enrollments have reached the highs of the early 90's, the focus on Access has been detrimental to Quality. Affordability was given a higher priority than Quality when the already low student fees were reduced and general fund money was used to replace those funds. The State's budgetary problems have impacted the CSU. The University is experiencing Title Wave II the forecasted large increases in CSU eligible high school graduates. The faculty demographics foretell a significant increase in the number of retirements particularly if workload were to increase significantly. The legislature incorporated budget language in the 03-04 appropriation that provides for zero growth in the CSU 04-05 enrollment. The Chancellor put a freeze on admissions for next year in the fall and announced recently that the mid-year reductions will necessitate a cut in enrollment of one percent. Governor Davis included a 40% fee increase in the 03-04 budget that followed a mid-year increase of 10 percent. While these fee increases have impacted Affordability the yearly cost to a student of $2550 is significantly lower than the cost of other states' public 4 year institutions. The continuing budget crisis will ensure that Access and Affordability join Quality as casualties of State policy.
